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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
The examiner is not sure whether or not "form" is supposed to be "from" in the 
phrase "particularly coding of characters in form documents by OCR" Page 3, Line 9. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

1. Claims 1, 6, 7, 9, 18, 22, 25, 30, 31, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

as being unpatentable over Lorie (US 5933531) in view of Fleming (US 6473752). 

In regards to claim 1 , Lorie teaches a method for presenting the data to the 



operator on a computer-controlled display (i.e. "A user interface ... is provided for 
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allowing a user to examine intermediate results and to make appropriate entries of 
characters or decisions.", Column 4, Line 38). Lorie further teaches a method where 
the operator verifies the presented data (i.e. "operator intervention to verify and correct 
the information", Column 1 , Line 54). Lorie further teaches a method for evaluating the 
verification of the data by the operator responsive to the time duration (i.e. "evaluating 
results obtained by said automatic context analysis, to identify characters requiring 
further processing", Column 9, Line 40). Lorie does not teach a method for measuring a 
time duration over which the operator interacts with the display. Fleming teaches that it 
is possible to "measure user interaction with displayed computer documents" (Column 
1 6, Line 43). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Lorie with the teachings of Fleming to include a method for 
measuring the interaction between an operator and a display with the motivation to 
increase efficiency. 

in regards to claim 6, Lorie and Fleming teach all the limitations of claim 1 . Lorie 
further teaches a method to verify entire screen of the data (i.e. "A user interface [i.e. 
screen]... is provided for allowing a user to examine intermediate results and to make 
appropriate entries of characters or decisions.", Column 4, Line 38). Fleming further 
teaches a method for measuring a time duration over which the operator interacts with 
the display. 

In regards to claim 7, Lorie and Fleming teach all the limitations of claim 1. Lorie 
further teaches the method wherein measuring the time duration over which the 
operator interacts with the display comprises measuring an interaction with a particular 
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item on a screen of the data. (i.e. "the total amount of time spent accessing a term may 
be calculated by determining the amount of time spent accessing documents whose 
contents contain the term, or it may be possible to determine and count only the amount 
of time spent accessing a particular term within a document", Column 7, Line 20). 

In regards to claim 9, Lorie and Fleming teach all the limitations of claim 1. Lorie 
further teaches the method wherein evaluating the verification of the data comprises 
assigning a confidence level to the data responsive to the time duration, (i.e. 
"confidence is measured, by a suitable means, according to an arbitrary numerical scale 
normalized over the range 0-1000.", Column 5, Line 39). 

Claim 18 is in the same context as claim 1 ; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 22 is in the same context as claim 6; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 25 is in the same context as claim 1 ; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 30 is in the same context as claim 6; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 31 is in the same context as claim 7; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 33 is in the same context as claim 9; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 
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2. Claims 2, 3, 4, 5, 19, 20, 21, 26, 27, 28, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Lorie (US 5933531) and Fleming (US 6473752) in 
view of Matsukawa et al. (US 6470336). 

In regards to claim 2, Lorie and Fleming teach all the limitations of claim 1. Lorie 
further teaches that the assigned codes, or characters (Column 4, Line 38), are correct. 
They do not teach a method wherein presenting the data comprises displaying 
characters from a document to which codes have been assigned. Matsukawa teaches 
"characters to which the character codes are assigned are shown" (Column 14, Line 
21 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Lorie and Fleming with the teaching of Matsukawa with the 
motivation to provide for easier understanding (Column 14, Line 22). 

In regards to claim 3, Lorie, Fleming, and Matsukawa teach all the limitations of 
claim 2. Lorie further teaches a method wherein displaying the characters comprises 
displaying results of optical character recognition (OCR) processing, (i.e. "the process 
uses operator input to certify the character-level OCR result of (or enter) a certain 
percentage of the characters so that context analysis may accept some of the remaining 
fields.", Column 3, Line 31). 

In regards to claim 4, Lorie teaches a method wherein displaying the results 
comprises displaying together a plurality of characters which have been assigned the 
same code by OCR processing, (i.e. "presenting the user with a selection of possible 
choices for characters within a field", Column 10, Line 63). 
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In regards to claim 5, Lorie, Fleming, and Matsukawa teach all the limitations of 
claim 2. Matsukawa further teaches a method wherein displaying the characters 
comprises presenting characters in the form of a word. (Since Matsukawa invention 
deals with the recognition of Japanese characters, each character is considered a 
word.) 

Claim 19 is in the same context as claim 2; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

In regards to claim 20, Matsukawa teaches a method wherein the codes are 
determined by optical character recognition (OCR) processing of characters, (i.e. 
"characters to which the character codes are assigned are shown", Column 14, Line 
21). 

In regards to claim 21 , Lorie teaches presenting data for verification comprising a 
plurality of characters which have been classified by OCR processing as having the 
same code. (i.e. "presenting the user with a selection of possible choices for 
characters within a field", Column 10, Line 63). 

Claim 26 is in the same context as claim 2; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 27 is in the same context as claim 3; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 28 is in the same context as claim 4; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 
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Claim 29 is in the same context as claim 5; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

3. Claims 8, 23, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lorie (US 5933531 ) and Fleming (US 6473752) in view of deCarmo et al. (US 
6181339). 

In regards to claim 8, Lorie and Fleming teach all the limitations of claim 1. They 
do not teach a method for monitoring use of a pointing device by the operator. 
deCarmo teaches that his, "system utilizes a method of monitoring location of the icon 
for the pointing device as moved by the user"(Column 3, Line 1). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Lorie 
and Fleming with the teaching of deCarmo to include a method for monitoring the 
pointer with the motivation to provide for reducing confusion in attempting to select a 
desired button (deCarmo, Column 2, Line 17). 

Claim 23 is in the same context as claim 8; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 32 is in the same context as claim 8; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

4. Claims 10 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lorie (US 5933531) and Fleming (US 6473752) in view of Strub et al. (US 
6563532). 
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In regards to claim 10, Lorie and Fleming teach all the limitations of claim 9. 
They do not teach a method wherein the confidence level is lowered as the time 
duration increases. Strub teaches that "as the confidence level decreases, the duration 
of time increases"(Column 87, Line 45). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Lorie and Fleming with the 
teaching of Strub to include a method for decreasing the confidence level as the 
duration of time increases with the motivation of increasing the likelihood of displaying 
content of interest (Strub, Column 87, Line 46). 

Claim 34 is in the same context as claim 10; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

5. Claims 11, 12, 35, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lorie (US 5933531) and Fleming (US 6473752) and Strub et al. (US 
6563532) in view of Burch (US 6295387). 

In regards to claim 1 1 , Lorie, Fleming, and Strub teach all the limitations of claim 
10. They do not teach the method comprising effecting a corrective action responsive 
to the low confidence level. Burch teaches, "The low confidence data is typically re- 
keyed into the system manually."(Abstract, Line 15). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Lorie, Fleming, and Strub 
with the teachings of Burch to include a corrective action in response to a low 
confidence level with the motivation to provide for more accurate results. 
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In regards to claim 12, Lorie, Fleming, Strub and Burch teach all the limitations of 
claim 10. Burch further teaches a method for corrective action that comprises 
presenting the data to a second operator, (i.e. "If they do not match, a second operator 
inputs additional data manually.", Abstract, Line 20) 

Claim 35 is in the same context as claim 1 1 ; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 36 is in the same context as claim 12; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

6. Claims 13 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lorie (US 5933531) and Fleming (US 6473752) in view of Graves (US 6454173). 

In regards to claim 13, Lorie and Fleming teach all the limitations of claim 1 . 
Lorie and Fleming do not teach rejecting the verification of the data when the time 
duration exceeds a predetermined limit. Graves teaches to "reject said card [i.e. data] 
when said card verification message is not received within said second predetermined 
period of time" (Column 10, Line 19). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to combine Lorie and Fleming with the teaching to 
Graves to include a method to reject the verification of the data if it exceeds the 
predetermined time period with the motivation to provide more reliable results. 

Claim 37 is in the same context as claim 13; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 
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7. Claims 14 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lorie (US 5933531), Fleming (US 6473752) and Graves (US 6454173) in view of 
Burch (US 6295387). 

In regards to claim 14, Lorie, Fleming and Burch teach all the limitations of claim 
13. They do not teach the method wherein rejecting the verification comprises passing 
the data to another operator for verification. Burch teaches that, "If they [data] do not 
match, a second operator inputs additional data manually.", (Abstract, Line 20). 
Meaning that if the data from the first operator and the OCR do not match up, a second 
operator gets the data for verification. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Lorie, Fleming, Graves with the 
teaching of Burch to include a method to pass data to another operator with the 
motivation to provide more reliable results. 

Claim 38 is in the same context as claim 14; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

8. Claims 15 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lorie (US 5933531) and Fleming (US 6473752) in view of Allen (US 4256953). 

In regards to claim 15, Lorie and Fleming teach all the limitations of claim 1 . 
They do not teach a method wherein measuring the time duration comprises calculating 
an average time duration for the operator to process a given quantity of the data and 
comparing the time duration to the average. Allen teaches a process where "an 
operator may compare the duration of a just completed step with the average durations 



Application/Control Number: 09/887,086 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2174 

of the operator's own previous steps and all operator's previous steps." (Column 1, Line 
67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Lorie and Fleming with the teachings of Allen to include a method of 
comparing the average time to the duration with the motivation to provide for accurate 
results. 

Claim 39 is in the same context as claim 15; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

9. Claims 16, 24, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lorie (US 5933531) and Fleming (US 6473752) in view of Melville et 
al. (US 5982555). 

In regards to claim 16, Lorie and Fleming teach all the limitations of claim 1 . 
They do not teach a method for measuring movement of the eye of the operator in 
viewing the display. Melville teaches that in his invention, "the display can track [i.e. 
measure] where a viewer is looking, use the viewer's eye as a pointer, and identify the 
person using the display" (Column 2, Line 31). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Lorie and Fleming with the 
teaching of Melville and include a method for measuring the movement of the eye for 
easier navigation of the screen. 

Claim 24 is in the same context as claim 16; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 
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Claim 41 is in the same context as claim 16; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

10. Claims 17 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lorie (US 5933531) and Fleming (US 6473752) in view of Radomsky et al. (US 
6600899). 

In regards to claim 17, Lorie and Fleming teach all the limitations of claim 1 . 
They do not teach a method for rejecting the verification of data when the time duration 
is less than a predetermined limit. Radomsky teaches a method "suppressing any pulse 
whose time duration is less than a predetermined time period and this constitutes 
spurious glitches rather than actual data [i.e. data not verified]" (Column 10, Line 9). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Lorie and Fleming with the teachings of Radomsky and include a method for 
rejecting the verification of data when the time duration is less that a predetermined limit 
with the motivation to provide more accurate results. 

Claim 42 is in the same context as claim 17; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale 

1 1 . Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lorie 
(US 5933531 ) and Fleming (US 6473752) in view of Graham et al. (US 6281 879). 

In regards to claim 40, Lorie and Fleming teach all the limitations of claim 25. 
They do not teach a product wherein the instructions cause the computer to measure a 
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time duration of a mouse cursor dwelling substantially on one item on the display by 
tracking the cursor by means of a tracking device, the tracking device connected 
electronically to the computer. Graham teaches, "The preferred embodiment of the 
present invention displays a tool tip when a mouse cursor points to a tool or a tool bar 
for a sufficient amount of time" (Column 3, Line 27). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Lorie and Fleming with 
the teaching of Graham and include a method for measuring the time duration of a 
mouse cursor dwelling substantially on one item on the display with the motivation to 
make the application easier to use (Graham, Column 1, Line 27). 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
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for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
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